
The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
As stated in section 4.1.3.1 of the EIS, seismicity in the area of 
the proposed projects including the aboveground facility sites is 
considered low.  Constitution would use the minimum amount of 
charge needed for blasting and would use seismograph 
equipment to monitor velocities.  If a landowner’s water has been 
impacted and they are not satisfied with Constitution’s resolution, 
they may contact the FERC’s Dispute Resolution Service (1-877-
337-2237) and/or the FERC Project Manager for assistance.

INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – William and Nancy Turick

Individual Comments

IND292-1

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comment IND169-1 regarding 
erosion.  As stated in table 2.3.1-1 in the EIS, the minimum depth 
of cover would be 24 inches in consolidated rock and 36 inches 
in normal soil.  Constitution’s proposed depths of cover would 
meet DOT requirements.

IND292-2

S-1477



See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding insurance, 
property values, and mortgages.

INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – William and Nancy Turick (cont’d)

Individual Comments

IND292-3

S-1478



Herbicides and pesticides that may be used to control invasive 
plant species would be applied according to the manufacturer’s 
guidelines and in compliance with applicable agency 
recommendations.  Also see the response to comment IND193-4.

INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – William and Nancy Turick (cont’d)

Individual Comments

IND292-4

As stated in section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Constitution would repair 
any roads damaged by the pipeline project.

IND292-5

Hunting on the right-of-way would only be restricted during 
construction.  Following restoration, landowners would be 
permitted to hunt on a right-of-way crossing their property, as 
local laws allow.  As stated in section 4.8.4 of the EIS, 
construction of the proposed projects could disturb hunting.  
However, any impacts would be temporary as they would be 
limited to the 9 month construction-window.

IND292-6

As stated in section 4.0 of the EIS, “we considered an impact to 
be significant if it would result in a substantial adverse change in 
the physical environment.”

IND292-7

S-1479



See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  The 
FERC does not determine setback distances.  These are 
determined by PHMSA.

INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – William and Nancy Turick (cont’d)

Individual Comments

IND292-8

See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding the third-party 
compliance monitoring program.

IND292-9

S-1480



As stated in section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Constitution would repair 
any roads damaged by the pipeline project.  Traffic is discussed 
in section 4.9.4 of the EIS.  As stated in section 2.1 of the EIS, 
MLVs are used to close the pipeline and stop the flow of gas for 
maintenance or safety purposes.  They are not used for expansion 
purposes.

INDIVIDUALS
IND293 – Patrice K. VanSlyke

Individual Comments

IND293-1

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing and cumulative impacts.  Section 3.2.3 of the EIS 
provides a discussion of modifications to existing pipeline 
systems as an alternative to the proposed projects.

IND293-2

See the response to comment IN122-2 regarding property values 
and insurance.

IND293-3

S-1481



As stated in section 2.2.1.3 of the EIS, appendix D identifies 
where Constitution has requested extra workspace for staging 
areas and resource crossings, including workspace dimensions, 
the acreage of impact, associated land use, and the justification 
for use.  A detailed discussion of Constitution’s requests for extra 
workspace is provided in section 2.3 and in sections 4.3.3.7 and 
4.4.4 of the EIS.  Extra workspaces are also depicted on the 
alignment sheets available at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901.  Post certificate variance requests would require 
Constitution to obtain landowner approval.  In the event that 
Constitution required additional workspace post-certificate and 
the landowner was unwilling to agree, then Constitution would 
have to provide the FERC with a detailed justification, 
description of alternatives considered, and discussion of impacts 
and impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.  
This assessment would be outside of the routine variance review 
process.  The FERC would then decide whether to grant 
authorization for the use of eminent domain to allow Constitution 
to obtain additional workspaces based on the assessment and a 
determination of whether the proposed activity is necessary for 
the applicant to properly construct, operate, and maintain the 
previously authorized facilities.  Approving variances for extra 
workspaces that require the use of eminent domain is extremely 
rare.

INDIVIDUALS
IND293 – Patrice K. VanSlyke (cont’d)

Individual Comments

IND293-4

See response to comment FA1-1.IND293-5

The commentor’s statements to deny the proposed projects are 
noted.

IND293-6

S-1482



The commentor’s statement regarding the State of New York is 
noted.  Section 4.9.8 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
environmental justice.  As discussed in section 3.4 of the EIS, 
earlier proposed routes crossed more of Clapper Hollow State 
Forest which border the commentor’s parcel to the south.  
However, Constitution developed the Clapper Hollow State 
Forest Minimization Route at the request of the NYSDEC.

INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Devin Kerr

Individual Comments

IND294-1

The commentor’s statements regarding Constitution’s 
Community Grant Program are noted..

IND294-2

See the response to comment IND288-1 regarding wetlands on 
the commentor’s parcel.

IND294-3

As stated in section 2.3.1 of the EIS, following construction, 
fences, sidewalks, driveways, and other structures would be 
restored or repaired as necessary.  See the response to comment 
FA8-3 regarding easement negotiations.

IND294-4

S-1483



See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.

INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Devin Kerr (cont’d)

Individual Comments

IND294-5

See the response to comment FA4-16 regarding alternative M.IND294-6

S-1484



See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment LA5-6 regarding radon.

INDIVIDUALS
IND295 – Maureen Mackie Dill

Individual Comments

IND295-1

S-1485



INDIVIDUALS
IND295 – Maureen Mackie Dill (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1486



See the response to comment CO41-23.

INDIVIDUALS
IND295 – Maureen Mackie Dill (cont’d)

Individual Comments

IND295-2

As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, Constitution 
representatives have already met with emergency services 
departments in four of the counties that would be affected by the 
projects and they would continue to meet with the departments in 
all of the counties along the pipeline route annually.  Constitution 
would provide these departments with emergency numbers and 
emergency response plans.  Affected public landowners, 
emergency responders, public officials, and excavators would 
receive annual updates about the pipeline.  Additionally, 
Constitution has already provided and would continue to provide 
financial assistance for selected emergency responders via its 
Community Grant Program.  This program evaluates specific 
requests for noteworthy community projects.  Constitution 
provided grants to six emergency responder groups in Delaware 
and Schoharie Counties, New York, in December 2012.  In June 
2013, six grants were awarded to emergency responder groups in 
Susquehanna, Broome, Delaware, and Schoharie counties.

IND295-3

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
floods.

IND295-4

S-1487



See the response to comment CO50-108.

INDIVIDUALS
IND295 – Maureen Mackie Dill (cont’d)

Individual Comments

IND295-5

S-1488



The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Lois L. Williams

Individual Comments

IND296-1

S-1489



See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding compensation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND297 - Bruce A. Baxter Jr.

Individual Comments

IND297-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety. 

IND297-2

Row crops could still be grown in agricultural areas following 
installation of the pipeline, as described in section 4.8.1.  In 
addition, Constitution would employ agricultural inspectors to 
monitor each part of construction within agricultural areas.  
Constitution would monitor restoration of vegetation/crops for 2 
years following the initial in-service date (if approved).

IND297-3

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding public 
necessity.

IND297-4

See the response to comment IND205-1 regarding jobs.IND297-5

The commentor’s statement is noted.IND297-6

S-1490



The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND298 – Michael Huarachi

Individual Comments

IND298-1

S-1491



The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND299 – Patricia Koenig

Individual Comments

IND299-1

S-1492



The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment CO1-1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND300 – Jay Blotcher

Individual Comments

IND300-1

S-1493



The commentor’s statement regarding the draft EIS is noted.  See 
the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic fracturing.  
Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion on renewable 
energy.

INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Amy Harlib

Individual Comments

IND301-1

S-1494



See the response to comment IND106-1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND302 – Sandra Rourke

Individual Comments

IND302-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property value. IND302-2

See the response to comment CO16-22.IND302-3

See the response to comment IND297-3.IND302-4

S-1495



See the response to comment CO50-108.  The commentor’s
statements regarding Constitution’s Community Grant Program 
are noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND303 – Stuart Anderson

Individual Comments

IND303-1

S-1496



INDIVIDUALS
IND303 – Stuart Anderson (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1497



INDIVIDUALS
IND304 – Robert Lidsky

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108.IND304-1

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain 
and compensation.  The commentor’s statements requesting 
intervenor status are noted.  The Commission will make a 
determination on whether to grant a party’s intervention status.  
See the response to comment IND33-3 regarding the 
commentor’s parcel. 

IND304-2

S-1498



INDIVIDUALS
IND304 – Robert Lidsky (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1499



INDIVIDUALS
IND305 – Annjeanette Wright

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-3.IND305-1

S-1500



INDIVIDUALS
IND305 – Annjeanette Wright (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND305-2

The projects have not yet been certificated and construction has 
not begun.  Therefore, any changes to drinking water are not due 
to the proposed projects. 

IND305-3

See the response to comment FA4-45.  Drilling related to high-
volume hydraulic fracturing would not be required for 
construction of the proposed projects.

IND305-4

As stated in section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Constitution would repair 
any roads damaged by the pipeline project..

IND305-5

See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding monitoring of 
construction.  Constitution would conduct inspections of 
aboveground and underground facilities within 150 feet of 
blasting both before and after blasting activities.

IND305-6

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment IND305-3.  As stated in 
section 4.3.3.1 of the EIS, we are recommending that the 
Commission deny Constitution’s proposal to permanently fill 
certain waterbodies and wetlands.

IND305-7

S-1501



INDIVIDUALS
IND306 – Jeanne Simonelli

Individual Comments

See the responses to comment FA1-1 and comment FA6-7.  The 
“track changes” feature activated in the Resource Report 
referenced by the commentor was added by Constitution at the 
FERC’s request to assist us with our review of revised submittals.

IND306-1

S-1502



INDIVIDUALS
IND306 – Jeanne Simonelli (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Contractor yards are discussed in section 2.2.3 of the EIS. IND306-2

See response to comment FA1-1.IND306-3

The commentor’s request is noted.  Typically contractor yard(s) 
are used 6 to 7 days a week for 12 hours a day or more.

IND306-4

The commentor’s request is noted.  See the response to FA1-1. IND306-5

S-1503



INDIVIDUALS
IND307 – Marvin F. Jester

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements are noted.  On May 14, 2014, the 
FERC asked Constitution to evaluate several alternative routes 
submitted by the owners of parcel NY-DE-226.000.  The 
commentor’s parcel is along one of these alternative routes.  As 
discussed in section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS we did not recommend 
adoption of these alternative routes.  See the response to 
comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  Impacts on water 
resources can be found in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the 
response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND307-1

S-1504



INDIVIDUALS
IND308 – David J. Chiusano

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

IND308-1

S-1505



INDIVIDUALS
IND309 – Jacqueline F. Oliva

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND309-1

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND309-2

S-1506



INDIVIDUALS
IND310 – Richard Friedberg

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request for intervenor status is noted.IND310-1

S-1507



INDIVIDUALS
IND311 – Kerry A. Lynch

Individual Comments

See the response to comments FA4-46 and SA2-4. IND311-1

See the response to comment IND311-1.  Also see the response 
to comment LA7-5 regarding public necessity.

IND311-2

S-1508



INDIVIDUALS
IND312 – Laurel A. Santomassino

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND307-1.  The maps were 
intended as a guide for which parcels would be impacted.  As 
discussed in section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS, we have not 
recommended adoption of the alternative routes associated with 
parcel NY-DE-226.000.

IND312-1

S-1509



INDIVIDUALS
IND313 – Gary D. Peake

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed projects 
are noted.

IND313-1

S-1510



INDIVIDUALS
IND314 – Gabriella Leach

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND312-1.IND314-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values 
and insurance.  Impacts and proposed mitigation measures for 
water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  The 
commentor’s statements regarding the proposed projects are 
noted.  See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  
See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.

IND314-2

S-1511



INDIVIDUALS
IND315 – Gabriella Leach

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values 
and insurance.

IND315-1

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety. As 
discussed in section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS, we have not 
recommended adoption of the alternative routes associated with 
parcel NY-DE-226.000. The commentor’s statement regarding 
denial of survey permission is noted.

IND315-2

S-1512



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the proposed alternative 
routes and his dealings with the Stantons are noted.  On May 14, 
2014, the FERC asked Constitution to evaluate the feasibility of 
an alternative route for parcels ALT-O-NY-SC-015.000, ALT-O-
NY-SC-016, ALT-O-NY-SC-017.000, AND ALT-O-NY-SC-
022.00.  Our assessment of these alternative routes can be found 
in section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS where we recommended that 
Constitution adopt a minor route variation. 

IND316-1

S-1513



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1514



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1515



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1516



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1517



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1518



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1519



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1520



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1521



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1522



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1523



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1524



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1525



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1526



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1527



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1528



INDIVIDUALS
IND317 – Gaetano Catapano

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND316-1.IND317-1

S-1529



INDIVIDUALS
IND317 – Gaetano Catapano (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1530



INDIVIDUALS
IND318 – Anne Marie Garti

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND318-1

S-1531



INDIVIDUALS
IND319 – Loretta N. Shaw

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed projects 
are noted.

IND319-1

S-1532



INDIVIDUALS
IND320 – Deanna Urrey

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND316-1.IND320-1

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment LA4-2 regarding water 
well testing. 

IND320-2

As stated in section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS, should the integrity (either 
water quantity or quality) of any water supply well within 150 
feet of construction be impacted during construction, 
Constitution would provide an alternative water source or 
compensate the landowner for a new, comparable well.  The 
FERC is not responsible for landowner compensation.

IND320-3

The commentor’s statements in opposition of the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND320-4

S-1533



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – May Miller

Individual Comments

Section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS has been revised to address the 
commentor’s re-route request.

IND321-1

S-1534



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – May Miller (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1535



INDIVIDUALS
IND322 – May Miller

Individual Comments

Section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS has been revised to address the 
commentor’s re-route request.

IND322-1

S-1536



INDIVIDUALS
IND322 – May Miller (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1537



INDIVIDUALS
IND322 – May Miller (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1538



INDIVIDUALS
IND323 – Patty Woodbury

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the Northeast 
Expansion Project are noted.

IND323-1

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.  See the response to comment CO26-18 
regarding the Northeast Expansion Project.

IND323-2

S-1539



INDIVIDUALS
IND324 – Steve Hopkins

Individual Comments

As stated in section 2.3.1 of the EIS, the top of the trench may be 
slightly crowned to compensate for settling.  See the response to 
comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding flooding.  Section 
4.1.3.1 of the EIS discusses seismicity.

IND324-1

See the response to comment FA4-45.  See the response to 
comment LA5-3 regarding property values, mortgages, and 
insurance.

IND324-2

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND324-3

See the response to comment FA4-45.  See also the response to 
comment IND110-4 regarding hydrostatic testing.

IND324-4

Section 4.9.4 provides a discussion of traffic.  As stated in 
section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Constitution would repair any roads 
damaged by the pipeline project.  The commentor’s request to 
deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND324-5

S-1540



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Joshua C. Sparkes

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
Our assessment of this parcel can be found in section 3.4.3.2 of 
the EIS where we recommended that Constitution adopt impact 
minimization measures.  See the response to comment CO16-22 
regarding wildlife. 

IND325-1

S-1541



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Joshua C. Sparkes (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety of the 
proposed projects.  The commentor’s request to deny the 
proposed projects is noted.

IND325-2

S-1542



INDIVIDUALS
IND326 – Wyldon King Fishman

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45. IND326-1

As stated in section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS, based on the analyses 
conducted, the mitigation measures proposed, and our 
recommendation we conclude that Iroquois’ project would not 
result in significant noise related impacts on residents, and the 
surrounding communities during operation as noise levels 
attributable to the proposed modification are expected to be 
below our 55 dBA Ldn criteria at the nearest NSAs.  See the 
response to comment SA6-1 regarding methane leakage. 

IND326-2

See the response to comment IND13-3. Fatalities associated with 
gas transmission lines are discussed in table 4.12.1-4. 

IND326-3

Section 3.1.2.3 provides a discussion of renewable energy.IND326-4

S-1543



INDIVIDUALS
IND327 – Linda Buman

Individual Comments

Our assessment of this parcel can be found in section 3.4.3.2 of 
the EIS. Based on our analysis, we could not identify a viable 
route crossing for this parcel that was preferable to the proposed 
route.

IND327-1

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.IND327-2

S-1544



INDIVIDUALS
IND328 – Tom Donohue

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
The project is not located in New Jersey. 

IND328-1

S-1545



INDIVIDUALS
IND329 – Susan Spieler

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.  
Climate change is discussed in section 4.13.6.10 of the EIS. 

IND329-1

See the response to comments FA4-45 and LA1-4. IND329-2

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND329-3

Greenhouse gases are discussed in a revised section 4.11.1 of the 
EIS.  The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is 
noted.

IND329-4

S-1546



INDIVIDUALS
IND330 – Gary Donelian

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND330-1

S-1547



INDIVIDUALS
IND331 – Allegra Schecter

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion.

IND331-1

S-1548



INDIVIDUALS
IND331 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  As stated in section 1.5 of the EIS, Constitution and 
Iroquois would be responsible for obtaining all permits and 
approvals required to implement the proposed projects prior to 
construction.

IND331-2

Watersheds are discussed in section 4.3.3 and described in table 
4.3.3-1 of the EIS.

IND331-3

All of the waterbodies that would be crossed by the pipeline are 
discussed in section 4.3 and appendix K of the EIS.  This 
includes waterbodies that have flow year round and those that 
only flow during rain events.

IND331-4

See the response to comment FA4-35.IND331-5

See the response to comment FA4-45. IND331-6

S-1549



INDIVIDUALS
IND332 – Troy Hill

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts, including a discussion of hydraulic 
fracturing, are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND332-1

Proposed crossing methods for waterbodies and wetlands are 
discussed in sections 2.3, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternative 
crossing methods, including trenchless methods, are included in 
this discussion. 

IND332-2

See the response to comment FA1-1regarding information that is 
still pending.

IND332-3

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND332-4

S-1550



INDIVIDUALS
IND333 – Susan Pixley

Individual Comments

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND333-1

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND333-2

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding public necessity.IND333-3

See response to comment FA1-1.IND333-4

See the response to comment CO1-1.IND333-5S-1551



INDIVIDUALS
IND334 – Anne Kiley-Pellechia

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment LA8-3 regarding drinking water.  
See the response to comments  FA4-23 and IND104-2 regarding 
waterbody crossings.  Section 4.4.5 of the EIS has been revised 
to provide updated information regarding wetland mitigation.

IND334-1

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND334-2

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.IND334-3

S-1552



INDIVIDUALS
IND335 – Jason Starr

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.IND335-1

S-1553



INDIVIDUALS
IND336 – George Meszaros

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.8.3.1 of the EIS, twelve structures are on 
parcels that have not yet been surveyed, in part or whole, and 
were deemed unlikely to be residential based on our review of 
aerial photography.  These parcels were not surveyed due to lack 
of survey permission by the landowner.  In addition as stated in 
section 4.8.3.1 of the EIS, Constitution is required to file updated 
classifications prior to the start of construction (if approved).

IND336-1

See the response to comment IND292-6 regarding hunting.IND336-2

S-1554



INDIVIDUALS
IND336 – George Meszaros (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Section 3.4.1.2 of the draft EIS stated that segments 4 of route M 
and the proposed route are one and the same.  Therefore, no 
information was omitted. 

IND336-3

The commentor’s request for a state certified forester is noted.  
However, Constitution has not proposed to replant trees along the 
pipeline route.  See section 4.5.3 of the EIS for a discussion of 
Constitution’s proposed upland forest mitigation.  As part of their 
individual easement agreements with Constitution, landowners 
may request that Constitution replant trees.

IND336-7

The filing provided on March 14, 2014 contained drawings of 
minor re-routes developed since Constitution’s November 2013 
filing.  Areas not depicted did not have a minor re-route.

IND336-4

See the response to comment LA10-13 regarding the location of 
Constitution’s Blasting Plan.  As stated in section 4.1.3.8 of the 
EIS, Constitution would inspect aboveground and underground 
facilities within 150 feet of blasting activities.

IND336-5

The commentor’s request for trenchless crossing information 
sooner than prior to construction is noted.  See the response to 
comment FA6-6.

IND336-6

S-1555



INDIVIDUALS
IND336 – George Meszaros (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the community grant 
program are noted.  Constitution may stop the Community Grant 
program whenever it wishes.

IND336-9

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  The transportation of meeting attendees is beyond the 
scope of this EIS.

IND336-10

Any information provided by Constitution has been filed on our 
e-Library system and is available to the public, with the 
exception of certain information that is considered privileged, 
confidential, or critical energy infrastructure . All public 
information (which is the vast majority) is available for review.

IND336-11

The commentor’s statements regarding easements are noted.  See 
the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  See 
the response to comment LA1-1 regarding taxes.

IND336-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND337 – Fred Breglia

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45.  As stated in section 4.9.2 
of the EIS, the impacts on tourism due to construction of the 
pipeline are expected to be minimal.

IND337-2

The commentor’s statements in opposition are noted.  Section 
3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable energy. 

IND337-1

S-1557



INDIVIDUALS
IND338 – Rochelle Thomas

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment CO43-41 regarding wetlands.  See the 
response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND338-1

S-1558



INDIVIDUALS
IND339 – Sharon Harvey

Individual Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted.IND339-1

S-1559



INDIVIDUALS
IND340 – Apollo

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the pros regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment FA4-45 and 
comment LA1-4.

IND340-1

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND340-2

See the response to comments FA4-45 and LA1-4.IND340-3

S-1560



INDIVIDUALS
IND341 – Diane MacInnes

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.  The commentor’s statements 
regarding comment letters and Constitution’s Community Grant 
program are noted.  See the response to comment SA2-1 
regarding the communication towers.  See the response to 
comment IND205-1 regarding jobs.

IND341-1

See the response to comment FA4-2 regarding the need for 
additional compressor stations.

IND341-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND341 – Diane MacInnes (cont’d)

Individual Comments

While it is possible that any public road in the vicinity of the 
proposed projects could be used by Constitution, based on our 
review of major roads, highways, contractor yard(s), and the 
right-of-way it does not appear that Oquaga Lake Road would be 
a major conduit for construction traffic. 

IND341-3

As stated in table 1.5-1, Constitution would need to update water 
allocation/withdrawal permits from the Susquehanna River Basin 
Commission and the Delaware River Basin Commission. 

IND341-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND341 – Diane MacInnes (cont’d)

Individual Comments

It is unclear which map the commentor is referencing.  Oquaga
Lake is approximately 5 miles from the proposed pipeline.  
Neither Oquaga Lake nor Starboard Creek would be used or 
crossed by the proposed projects. 

IND341-5

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.IND341-13

See the response to comment FA4-45.  Section 4.9.4 of the EIS 
discusses traffic. 

IND341-6

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment LA5-8 regarding taxes.

IND341-7

The commentor’s statements regarding Oquaga Creek are noted.  
Constitution proposes to cross Oquaga Creek using a dry crossing 
method and to use water from this creek for hydrostatic testing.  
Water used for hydrostatic testing would be discharged to an 
upland location so it would be returned to the watershed. 

IND341-8

Constitution and Iroquois would incorporate the projects into 
their existing gas monitoring and control systems.  Constitution 
maintains a monitoring system that includes a gas control center 
that monitors system pressures, flows, and customer deliveries on 
its entire system.  The center is staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week, and 365 days a year from Houston, Texas.  Also see the 
response to IND13-3.  In addition, in June 2013, six grants were 
awarded to emergency responder groups in Susquehanna, 
Broome, Delaware, and Schoharie counties.

IND341-9

See response to comment FA1-1.IND341-10

See the response to comment FA4-45.IND341-11

Herbicides would generally be used to control invasive species.  
Herbicides that may be used to control invasive plant species 
would be applied according to the manufacturer’s guidelines and 
in compliance with applicable agency recommendations.  As 
discussed in section 2.3.1 of the EIS, Constitution would use 
mechanical means to clear vegetation.

IND341-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND341 – Diane MacInnes (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.IND341-14

See the response to comment IND183-2.IND341-15

See the response to comment FA1-1. IND341-16

See the response to comment LA1-4.IND341-17

The commentor’s request to reject alternative K is noted.IND341-18

See the response to comment LA1-1.IND341-19

See the response to comment IND163-1.IND341-20

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding public necessity.

IND341-21

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.  See the response to comments CO26-19 and IND21-7.

IND341-22

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values. IND341-23
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INDIVIDUALS
IND341 – Diane MacInnes (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the draft EIS is noted.  The 
commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND341-24
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INDIVIDUALS
IND342 – Julie Edgar

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.IND342-1

See the response to comment FA4-29.IND342-2

See the response to comment CO50-22 regarding signed 
easements.  See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding need 
and export.

IND342-3

S-1566



INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus

Individual Comments

Section 3.4.3.1 of the EIS has been updated to discuss our 
assessment of this parcel. Based on our analysis, we could not 
identify a viable route crossing for this parcel that was preferable 
to the proposed route.

IND343-1

S-1567



INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3.IND343-2

S-1568



INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA8-3 and IND239-3.IND343-3

Extra workspaces are depicted in appendix D and on 
Constitution’s alignment sheets available at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901.  Any impacts on forested wetlands have been accounted for 
in in appendix L.

IND343-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus (cont’d)

Individual Comments

As stated in the response to comment IND343-4, extra 
workspaces needed for road, waterbody, or wetland crossings 
would be depicted on Constitution’s alignment sheets.

IND343-5

The proposed route for a pipeline typically evolves over months 
and sometimes years for long and/or complex projects. This 
evolution can include major or minor route alternatives, or 
smaller-scale minor route variations. In the interest of focus and 
being as concise as possible within an EIS, it is not always 
possible or preferable to include highly detailed information for 
all of the route alternatives or variations that are adopted into the 
proposed route over time. Basic information for the numerous 
minor route alternatives adopted into the proposed route is 
summarized in section 3.4.2.1 of the EIS, including table 3.4.2-1.

We have updated table 3.4.2-1 with additional information 
regarding alternatives A1, B2, and the Melondy Hill State Forest 
Avoidance Route as requested by the commentor. Additional 
information for these alternatives, including detailed data 
comparison tables, can be found in Constitution’s November 13, 
2013 filing (resource report 10) which can be accessed at: 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901. Constitution reported that through consultation with the 
Chenango County Department of Public Health, alternative B 
was adjusted to avoid potable water supply springs in Broome 
County, New York, that feed the Town of Afton’s water supply 
in Chenango County, New York.  While an applicant can propose 
construction measures to prevent or limit impacts on resources 
such as springs, avoidance of such resources is preferable where 
possible. Pipeline routers also must balance consideration of 
potential impacts for certain resources relative to others.

IND343-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND343-6 regarding additional 
information for alternatives A1, B2, and the Melondy Hill State 
Forest Avoidance Route. Alternative A1 was discussed in table 
3.4.2-1 of the draft EIS.

IND343-7

The commentor’s parcels are located within the Clinton Street 
Ballpark sole source aquifer.

IND343-8

Water wells included in table 4.3.1-2 were compiled from field 
survey data.  Constitution was not granted survey permission for 
the commentor’s parcel.  See the response to comment FA4-3 
regarding unsurveyed areas. 

IND343-9

The precise depth to bedrock has not been determined for the 
commentor’s parcel.  See the response to comment IND110-6 
regarding blasting and water wells.

IND343-10
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INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The wetland compensatory mitigation section (section 4.4.5 of 
the EIS) has been revised. 

IND343-11

The acreages of impacts for unsurveyed parcels in the EIS are 
based on desktop data sources.  Constitution reported in April 
2014 (following issuance of the draft EIS) that it had recently 
obtained survey permission for this parcel.  Constitution would 
verify land use types during their surveys.

IND343-12

See the response to comment FA4-41 regarding bat species. IND343-13
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INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

IND343-14

As stated in section 4.0 of the EIS, “we considered an impact to 
be significant if it would result in a substantial adverse change in 
the physical environment.”  See the response to comment FA1-1 
regarding extension of the comment period. 

IND343-15
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INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Janet and Jennifer Windus (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the draft EIS and the 
proposed projects are noted.  See the response to comment LA7-5 
regarding need. 

IND343-16
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INDIVIDUALS
IND344 – Stacie Edick

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.  
See the response to comment CO1-2.

IND344-1

See the response to comment FA4-42.IND344-2

See the responses to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45.IND344-3

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.

IND344-4

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding benefit of the 
proposed projects.

IND344-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND345 – Jeffery Pendorf

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

IND345-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND346 – L.E. Mills

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.

IND346-1

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND346-2

S-1577



INDIVIDUALS
IND347 – Jessica Farrell

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition are noted.IND347-1

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 
regarding erosion.  See the response to comment IND11-1 
regarding herbicides/pesticides.

IND347-2

See the response to comment FA4-45.  See the response to 
comment CO41-23 regarding industrialization of the projects’ 
area.

IND347-3

S-1578



INDIVIDUALS
IND347 – Jessica Farrell (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.IND347-4

S-1579



INDIVIDUALS
IND348 – Gene Pigford

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 4.3.3.5 of the EIS, Constitution would 
cross portions of three surface water reservoir watersheds (Pine 
Hill Reservoir, Carr’s Creek Watershed, and Cobleskill 
Reservoirs) and one watershed overlay (Barton Hill Natural 
Resource Protection Overlay) within the project area in New 
York (table 4.3.3-2).  The pipeline would be more than 0.5 mile 
from each resource, and Constitution would implement protective 
measures such as its Procedures, HDD Contingency Plan, and 
Blasting Plan to avoid impacts on drinking water sources.  In 
addition, the existing TGP and Iroquois pipeline systems have 
been in operation within the same general project area for over 20 
years with no impacts on the Barton Hill Natural Resource 
Protection Overlay.  Therefore, we do not anticipate any impacts 
on public watersheds and reservoirs due to the proposed projects.

IND348-1

S-1580



INDIVIDUALS
IND349 – John Alfano

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

IND349-1

S-1581



INDIVIDUALS
IND350 – Michael Suchorsky

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO1-4.IND350-1

See the response to comment CO1-2.IND350-2

See the response to comment FA4-16 regarding alternative M.IND350-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND350 – Michael Suchorsky (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3 regarding easement 
negotiations.

IND350-4

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values, 
insurance, and mortgages.

IND350-5

The commentor’s statements regarding the draft EIS are noted.IND350-6

S-1583



INDIVIDUALS
IND351 – Linda Bryant

Individual Comments

The commentor’s intent not to sign an easement is noted.  See the 
response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment CO45-1 regarding liability for damages due 
to an incident. 

IND351-1

See response to comment CO47-1.IND351-2

See the response to comment LA4-2 regarding water quality 
testing.

IND351-3

As stated in section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS, soil contamination 
resulting from spills or leaks from equipment during construction 
could continue to add pollutants to the groundwater long after a 
spill occurs.  We have reviewed Constitution’s Plan, Procedures, 
and Spill Plan as well as Iroquois’ SPCC Plan (Iroquois has 
adopted our Plan and Procedures) and find that these protocols 
adequately address the storage and transfer of hazardous 
materials and the response to be implemented in the event of a 
spill.  Pipeline operation generally does not have the potential to 
contaminate soils. 

IND351-4

S-1584



INDIVIDUALS
IND352 – Caroline Martin

Individual Comments

Data provided in table 4.9.1-1 of the EIS are from the 2010 
Census.

IND352-1

The landslide data used during preparation of the EIS were the 
most current information available.

IND352-2

The commentor’s statements regarding mudslides are noted.  See 
the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
actions Constitution would use to minimize erosion during 
construction.

IND352-3

As stated in table 4.9.7-1 of the EIS, the source of the data for the 
estimated property taxes during construction and operation of the 
proposed projects was the Center for Governmental Research. 

IND352-4

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values.IND352-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND353 – Judith Salzmann

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the comment meeting are 
noted.  See the response to comment CO50-108.

IND353-1

The commentor’s statements regarding Constitution’s 
Community Grant program are noted.  See the response to 
comment FA4-45.

IND353-2

See the response to comment IND54-1.IND353-3

See the response to comments FA8-3 and IND116-1.IND353-4

The commentor’s statement regarding individual school districts’ 
use of their funds is noted.

IND353-5

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted..IND353-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND354 – Rachel Polens

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-1.IND354-1

S-1587



INDIVIDUALS
IND355 – Darlene Bordwell

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts, including a discussion of hydraulic 
fracturing, are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND355-1

Proposed crossing methods for waterbodies and wetlands are 
discussed in sections 2.3, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternative 
crossing methods, including trenchless methods, are included in 
this discussion. 

IND355-2

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding information that 
was pending at the time of the issuance of the draft EIS.

IND355-3

See the response to comments LA8-3 and IND116-1.IND355-4

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND355-5S-1588



INDIVIDUALS
IND356 – Susan Dey

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects and the draft EIS are noted.

IND356-1

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.IND356-2

See the response to comment IND21-17 regarding fugitive 
emissions.

IND356-3

Impacts and proposed mitigation for air quality is discussed in 
section 4.11.1 of the EIS.

IND356-4

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation, 
are discussed in the EIS for interior forest (section 4.5.3), 
waterbodies (section 4.3.3), soil compaction (section 4.2.2), steep 
slopes (sections 2.3.2, and 4.1.3; appendix G), shallow bedrock 
(sections 2.3.1 and 4.1.3; appendix I), wetlands (section 4.4 and 
appendix L), air quality (section 4.11.1), noise (section 4.11.2), 
and farmland/agriculture (sections 2.3.2, 4.2, 4.8.4, and appendix 
J).  See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property 
values.  See the response to comments and CO1-4 and IND169-1 
regarding erosion and the response to comment IND116-1 
regarding water quality.

IND356-5

See the response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45.IND356-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND356 – Susan Dey (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1590



INDIVIDUALS
IND357 – Walter Ditman

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding adequacy of the draft EIS 
and opposition to the project is noted.

IND357-1

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND357-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND358 – Sondra Wolferman

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding water use for hydraulic 
fracturing are noted.  See the response to comments LA8-3 and 
IND116-1 regarding water quality.

IND358-1

See the response to comment CO42-64 regarding streambanks.  
See the response to comment CO16-3 regarding spills.  See the 
response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.

IND358-2

The proposed projects do not involve approval of high-volume 
hydraulic fracturing.  Based on our research there is no evidence 
that the fusion-bonded epoxy coating that would be used over the 
steel pipeline would pose a threat to the public. 

IND358-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND359 – Heidi Rogers

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement in opposition is noted.  See the 
response to comments LA1-4 and FA4-45.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the 
EIS provides a discussion of renewable energy.  Climate change 
is discussed in section 4.13.6.10 of the EIS.  Impacts and 
proposed mitigation for water resources and air quality are 
discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.11.1 of the EIS, respectively. 

IND359-1

See the response to comment CO47-1.IND359-2

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment SA6-4 regarding 
methane leakage.  See the response to IND13-3 regarding safety.  
See the response to comment CO1-2 regarding impacts on 
wetlands and agricultural lands.

IND359-3

See the response to comment SA6-6 regarding Title V 
permitting.

IND359-4

The commentor’s statements regarding Williams’ employees 
conduct are noted.

IND359-5

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding export.  The 
commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND359-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND360 – Natalie Cronin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.

IND360-1

See the response to comment SA6-1 regarding climate change.IND360-2

The commentor’s statement regarding bullying is noted.  See the 
response to comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain. 

IND360-3

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  The 
potential for pipeline leakage is discussed in section 4.12.  See 
the response to comment CO16-3 regarding spills.

IND360-4

See the response to comment LA5-6 regarding radon.IND360-5

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of renewable 
energy.

IND360-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND361 – Marta Szwedek

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of 
renewable energy.

IND361-1

The proposed pipeline would transport natural gas rather than oil 
as suggested by the commentor.  See the response to comments 
LA8-3 and IND116-1 regarding water quality. 

IND361-2

The commentor’s request to deny the proposed projects is noted.IND361-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND362 – John Miglietta

Individual Comments

The commentor’s request for additional comment meetings is 
noted.  See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the 
comment meetings.

IND362-1

See response to comment FA1-1.IND362-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND363 – Allegra Schecter

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA1-1.  See also the response to the 
Town of Roseboom letter (LA2).

IND363-1

See the response to comment FA4-45 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.

IND363-2

See the response to comment CO1-2.  See the response to 
comment CO42-93 regarding herbicide use.  See the response to 
comment FA4-28 regarding wetland mitigation.  Potential 
impacts and mitigation on tourism are discussed in the EIS in 
section 4.9.2. 

IND363-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND363 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO43-8 regarding use of existing 
utility corridors.  The commentor’s statement regarding the draft 
EIS is noted.

IND363-4

The commentor’s statement regarding the Mohawk and Hudson 
Rivers is noted.  Neither of these rivers would be crossed by the 
proposed projects.

IND363-5

The commentor’s statement regarding the Lordsland
Conservancy is noted.

IND363-6

See the response to comments FA4-45, LA1-4, and CO26-10 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.  See the response to comment 
LA1-1 regarding road repairs.  The commentor’s statements 
regarding the Comprehensive Plan are noted.

IND363-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND363 – Allegra Schecter (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comments LA8-3 and IND116-1 regarding water 
quality.  See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property 
values, insurance, and mortgages.  The commentor’s statement in 
opposition to the proposed projects is noted.

IND363-8
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INDIVIDUALS
IND364 – Brad Ross

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the draft EIS is noted.  The 
commentor’s statements in opposition of the proposed projects 
are noted.

IND364-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND365 – Mary Colleen McKinney

Individual Comments

See the response to comments CO1-5 and IND113-1 regarding 
flooding.  See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 
regarding erosion and stormwater runoff.  See the response to 
comment CO41-42 regarding monitoring.  As discussed in 
section 2.3.1 of the EIS, the pipeline would be installed deeper 
under waterbodies and roadways.

IND365-1

S-1601



INDIVIDUALS
IND365 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1602



INDIVIDUALS
IND365 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-1603



INDIVIDUALS
IND365 – Mary Colleen McKinney (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Constitution would be required to repair any damage to the 
Poplar Hill Road bridge due to construction of the proposed 
projects.

IND365-2

Section 4.3.3.6 of the EIS provides proposed mitigation measures 
for floodplains. 

IND365-3

Table 4.3.3-2 has been revised as suggested.IND365-4

See the response to comments CO1-4 and IND169-1 regarding 
erosion. 

IND365-5

The commentor’s statements regarding waterbodies crossings are 
noted.  See the response to comments FA4-23 and IND104-2 
regarding waterbody crossings.

IND365-6

See the response to comment LA10-1.IND365-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND366 – Jo Ann C. Hurley

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO1-1.  See the response to 
comment FA4-3 regarding areas that have not been surveyed.

IND366-1

See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding property values. IND366-2

See the response to comment IND44-2.IND366-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND367 – Jo Ann C. Hurley

Individual Comments

See response to comment CO47-1.IND367-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND368 – Jo Ann C. Hurley

Individual Comments

As stated in section 1.4 of the EIS, under section 7 of the NGA, 
the FERC is required to consider, as part of its decision on 
whether to authorize interstate natural gas facilities, all factors 
bearing on the public convenience and necessity.  See the 
response to comment FA4-16 regarding alternative M.

IND368-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Lucy J. Richards

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

IND369-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND370 – Joan Roche

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts, including a discussion of hydraulic 
fracturing, are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND370-1

Proposed crossing methods for waterbodies and wetlands are 
discussed in sections 2.3, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternative 
crossing methods, including trenchless methods, are included in 
this discussion. 

IND370-2

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding information that 
was pending at the time of the issuance of the draft EIS.

IND370-3

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND370-4

S-1609



INDIVIDUALS
IND371 – Chris H. Burgher

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108.IND371-1

See the response to comment CO1-2.IND371-2

See the response to comment IND13-3 regarding safety.  Section 
4.12 provides a discussion of pipeline leakage. 

IND371-3

See the response to comment IND208-4.IND371-4

S-1610



INDIVIDUALS
IND371 – Chris H. Burgher (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-55 regarding potential 
benefits of the proposed projects.  See the response to comment 
IND53-1 regarding abandonment of the pipeline.  The 
commentor’s opposition to the proposed projects is noted. 

IND371-5

S-1611



INDIVIDUALS
IND372 – Patricia Whelan

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts, including a discussion of hydraulic 
fracturing, are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND372-1

Proposed crossing methods for waterbodies and wetlands are 
discussed in sections 2.3, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternative 
crossing methods, including trenchless methods, are included in 
this discussion. 

IND372-2

See the response to comment FA1-1regarding information that 
was pending at the time of the issuance of the draft EIS.

IND372-3

The commentor’s statement regarding opposition to alternative K 
is noted.

IND372-4

S-1612



INDIVIDUALS
IND373 – Sandra K. Shaver

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed project 
are noted.

IND373-1

S-1613



INDIVIDUALS
IND374 – Margaret M. Feinberg

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the proposed 
projects are noted.  See the response to comment IND44-2.

IND374-1

See the responses to comments FA4-45 and LA1-4 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.

IND374-2

The commentor’s statements regarding possible drinking water 
contamination from hydraulic fracturing are noted.  See the 
response to comment FA4-12 regarding our third-party 
monitoring program.  However, the proposed pipeline would be 
used to transport natural gas, not chemicals.

IND374-3

See response to comment FA1-1.  See the response to comment 
SA2-1 regarding the proposed communication towers.

IND374-4

The commentor’s statements regarding elected officials and 
Constitution’s Community Grant program are noted.

IND374-5

See the response to comment IND54-1 regarding delivery of 
pipe.

IND374-6

S-1614



INDIVIDUALS
IND374 – Margaret M. Feinberg (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO50-108 regarding the comment 
meetings.  See the response to comment LA5-3 regarding 
property values, insurance, and mortgages. 

IND374-7

See the response to comment LA7-5.  The commentor’s request 
to deny the proposed projects is noted.

IND374-8

S-1615




